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and Service Contract

VELCH, Chairnman; NUGENT, Conmi ssioner

l. SUMMARY

In this Notice, we initiate an inquiry to obtain information
on i ssues governing interactions anong transm ssion and
distribution utilities and conpetitive electricity providers
(occasionally including standard offer providers), including

(1) metering, billing and collection for conpetitively

provi ded generation;

(1i) comencenent and transfer of generation service

provi sion; and

(1i1) service contract between transm ssion and distribution

utilities and conpetitive electricity providers.

The Conmm ssion has already initiated proceedings that wll
govern certain interactions anong transm ssion and distribution
utilities and conpetitive electricity providers. The purpose of
this proceeding is to develop rules to govern any interactions
that are not addressed in the proceedings that are already under
way.

11. BACKGROUND

During its 1997 session, the Legislature fundanentally
altered the electric utility industry in Miine by deregul ati ng
el ectric generation services and allowng for retail conpetition
begi nning on March 1, 2000.' At that tinme, Maine's electricity
consuners will be able to choose a generation provider froma
conpetitive market. As part of the restructuring process, the
Act requires utilities to divest their generation assets and
prohibits their participation (except through unregul ated
affiliates) in the generation services market. |In addition, the
Act requires that the provision of electric billing and netering

1An Act to Restructure the State’'s Electric Industry (the Act),
P.L. 1997, ch.316 codified as 35-A MR S. A 8§ 3201- 3217
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be subject to conpetition on or before March 1, 2002, subject to
rul es adopted by the Comm ssion. 35-A MR S. A 8§ 3202(4).

Notw t hstandi ng this section of the |egislation, provisions

nmust be devel oped to govern netering, billing and collection
services after the advent of retail conpetition and before

i npl enentation of conpetitive billing and netering. Rules
governing netering, billing and collection have been inpl enent ed

el sewhere in New Engl and and can provi de gui dance in devel opi ng
rul es in Mine.

In addition, although the Conm ssion has initiated
proceedi ngs that wll govern certain interactions anong
transm ssion and distribution utilities and conpetitive
electricity providers, additional interactions exist that are not
yet subject to investigation by the Comm ssion. |In each of those
proceedi ngs and in the current proceeding we will consider
consi stency anong provisions. W wll also be mndful that, when
consi dered together, these rules wll define the array of
interactions anong transm ssion and distribution utilities,
conpetitive electricity providers, standard offer providers, and
cust omers.

The follow ng rules contain related provisions:
(i) Consuner Protection and Licensing (Docket No. 97-590);
(1i) Standard Ofer Electric Service (Docket No. 97-739)
and subsequent information and contracting
pr oceedi ngs;
(ti1) Load Profiling and Settl enent (Docket No. 97-861);
(tv) Metering, Billing and Paynent (Docket No. 98-482); and
(v) Chapter 810 of the Comm ssion’s existing rules.

The Consuner Protection rules will address interactions
bet ween custonmers and conpetitive electricity providers. The
Metering, Billing and Collections rule will address interactions
bet ween transm ssion and distribution utilities and conpetitive
electricity providers in areas associated with sales to
custoners. The Load Profiling rule will address interactions
bet ween transm ssion and distribution utilities and conpetitive
electricity providers in areas associated with | SO NE settl enent.
The Standard O fer rule and its subsequent information and
contracting proceedings will address interactions anong only
t hose providers who supply standard offer service, custonmers, and
transm ssion and distribution utilities. The Comm ssion’s
Chapter 810 addresses interactions between custoners and
transm ssion and distribution utilities. Wile this sumary is
somewhat sinplified, it is instructive in determ ning where a
particul ar provision mght reside and where overl aps m ght occur.
We note that, for conveni ence, sone of the rules described above
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may be incorporated into single chapters of the Comm ssion’s
regul ati ons.

I11. DISCUSSION - MASSACHUSETTS RULES

Model Terns and Conditions were put in place in
Massachusetts on Decenber 31, 1997, in D.P.U./D. T.E. 97-65, that
define the relationship between transm ssion and distribution
utilities and conpetitive electricity providers. W believe that
consistency in the New England region will facilitate retai
conpetition by mnimzing roadbl ocks to provider entry, by
m nim zing inplenmentation costs, and by m nim zing confusion on
the part of custoners, providers, and manufacturers. W are
initially inclined to agree with nost of the provisions and
requi renents enbodied in the Massachusetts nodel Terns and

Condi tions regarding netering, billing and collection after the
advent of retail conpetition and before inplenentation of
conpetitive billing and netering. W wll consider the

Massachusetts approach to comrencenent and transfer of generation
service providers, but we place nore enphasis on rules and

di scussions in ongoi ng proceedings in Maine for guidance in these
I ssues.

IV. [ISSUES FOR COMMENT - METERING, BILLING AND COLLECTION

In this Notice we will summarize certain portions of the
Massachusetts provisions and ask for conments. W encourage
interested persons to obtain the Massachusetts Order approving
t he nodel Terns and Conditions (D.P.U./D. T.E. 97-65) fromthe
Massachusetts Departnent of Tel ecomruni cati ons and Energy web
page www. magnet . state. ma. us/ dpu/orders/electric. W wll provide
a copy upon request.

Accordingly, we invite interested persons to comment on the
effect of the following provisions if inplenented in Maine and in
particular on the questions |isted after each provision. In
addition, we invite comments on any additional issues the
Comm ssi on should address with regard to these subjects.

A Billing Options. In Massachusetts, two billing options
exist: “conplete billing” service, under which the

transm ssion and distribution utility provides one nonthly
bill for both transm ssion and distribution utility service
and conpetitive electricity provider service; and “pass

t hrough billing” service, under which the transm ssion and
distribution utility provides a nonthly bill for its
delivery service and the conpetitive electricity provider
provides a nonthly bill for its generation service. W
consider it likely that the same two billing options wll be
wor kable in Maine until the introduction of conpetition in
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billing and netering services. These two options do not
preclude an entity fromacting as the agent for a custoner
in the matter of receipt and paynent of the utility bill, as
may occur now (e.g., a conpetitive electricity provider my
receive it’s custoners’ bills and assune responsibility for
paynment of those bills). W envision that when billing and
meteri ng becones a conpetitive service, it wll be unbundl ed
fromtransm ssion and distribution rates and conpetitive
electricity providers and perhaps other entities will be
able to bill for both generation service and transm ssion
and distribution delivery service pursuant to terns of the
rul e devel oped in that future proceedi ng.

Question 1:

a. Should competitive electricity providers be
allowed to bill for generation services before the
introduction of competitive billing and metering?

b. Should the competitive electricity provider be
allowed to act as i1ts customers” agent in the matters of
bill receipt and payment? If so, what Commission rules
would apply in the relationship between the transmission and
distribution utility and the competitive electricity
provider?

C. Should competitive electricity providers be
allowed to bill customers for transmission and distribution
delivery service before the introduction of competitive
billing and metering? |If so, who would own and maintain
billing meters? Who would perform daily load estimation and
monthly energy calculations required by 1SO-NE for each
supplier’s settlement, In a manner that was consistent
throughout the state? Who would be responsible for
collection of transmission and distribution utility
customers” bill payments and how would record-keeping and
collection occur seamlessly over time as customers change
competitive electricity providers? How would provisions for
consumer protection In such areas as disconnection be

handled?

B. Meter Reading. |In Massachusetts, neter reading for
generation service billing purposes is perfornmed exclusively
by the transm ssion and distribution utility, regardl ess of
billing option. As a standard procedure, transm ssion and
distribution utilities read neters on a cycle-read basis and
provide the billing determ nants to the conpetitive
electricity provider. |If a conpetitive electricity provider

requests an alternative read schedule, the transm ssion and
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distribution utility acconmpdates that request if
practicable, with the conpetitive electricity provider
bearing the increnental cost. A conpetitive electricity
provider may read its custoners’ neters for the purposes of
of fering val ue-added services or perform ng research. W
consider this approach to be a workabl e arrangenent before
the conpetitive nmetering and billing proceeding is
conpleted. Allowing neter reading to renain the
responsibility of one entity m nimzes custoner confusion,
mai ntains a high level of nmetering and billing accuracy,
guarantees that custoners are treated consistently over tine
and across the state, and ensures that | SO NE settlenent is
carried out consistently.

Question 2: Assume that the two billing options we
described earlier are i1n effect.

a. Should the competitive electricity provider be
allowed to read its customers’ meters for the purpose of
billing for generation services? If so, would the
competitive electricity provider and the transmission and
distribution utility read the meter separately for the
purpose of creating their own bills? And how would daily
load estimations and monthly energy estimations required for
ISO-NE settlement be performed consistently across the
state?

b. Should the competitive electricity provider be
allowed to read its customers’ meters for the purpose of
providing value-added services or performing research?

C. Met er Omner shi p.

1. Electricity Billing Purposes. In Massachusetts,
transm ssion and distribution utilities install,

mai ntai n, own and determ ne standards for all neters
used to bill retail custoners. As a standard
procedure, the transm ssion and distribution utility
meters each custonmer with standard neters determ ned by
its own tariff provisions. |If a conpetitive
electricity provider requests a neter to acconplish
alternative pricing structures, as discussed bel ow, the
transm ssion and distribution utility nust acconmobdate
that request if practicable, but will charge the
conpetitive electricity provider for increnental costs

and will continue to owm and maintain the billing
meter. We consider this to be the best approach before
the conpetitive billing and netering proceeding is

conpleted for the sane reasons stated in subsection
(B). However, we are concerned that the volune and
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i npl emrent ati on speed requested by the conpetitive
electricity providers will be difficult for utilities
to accommodate and that data storage necessitated by
nore conplex meters will create the need for conputer
capacity or solutions not available to the transm ssion
and distribution utilities. W take seriously the need
to i nplenent provisions that are workabl e; therefore,
we Wil request futher information on the feasibility
of this provision through this Inquiry.

Question 3:

a. Should the competitive electricity provider
be able to own and/or maintain meters to be used in
billing 1ts own customers? If so, what obligation does
the competitive electricity provider have to ensure
accurate meter readings? Would customers, competitive
electricity providers, transmission and distribution
utilities, or the effectiveness of retail competition
be benefitted or harmed i1f competitive electricity
providers had these options?

b. Should a competitive electricity provider be
able to specify the metering technology and maintenance
standards for meters?

C. Will alternative meters requested by
competitive electricity providers create stranded meter
costs? To what extent can stranded meter costs be
avoided by recycling meters to future customers? By
requiring suppliers to purchase stranded meters?

d. What 1s the likelihood that transmission and
distribution utilities will find 1t impossible to
accommodate the volume of alternative meters requested
by competitive electricity providers? What means will
utilities use to accommodate high volume? 1f volume and
speed of implementation are difficult to accommodate,
how will utilities prioritize requests? What is the
likelthood that transmission and distribution utilities
will find 1t impossible to accommodate the data storage
and handling required by competitive electricity
providers?

e. Would a phase-in approach, whereby
alternative meters are allowed for the largest
customers first, then smaller customers over time, be a
way to avoid unmanageable volume?
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2. & her Purposes. |In Massachusetts, conpetitive
electricity suppliers may request alternative netering
devi ces for purposes other than electricity billing,

including telenetering for the purpose of | SO NE
reporting or val ue-added service provision. Such
meters may be owned by the conpetitive electricity
provider or the transm ssion and distribution utility.
If a conpetitive electricity provider requests an
alternative neter, the transm ssion and distribution
utility nust accommopdate that request if practicable,
but will charge the conpetitive electricity provider
for increnmental costs.

Question 4: What guidelines should govern competitive
electricity providers’ requests for alternative meters
used for purposes other than billing? What obligation
does the competitive electricity provider have to
ensure accurate meter reading?

D. Rate Structures. I n Massachusetts, as a general
procedure, the conpetitive electricity provider’ s pricing
structure nmust be conpatible with the transm ssion and
distribution utility’s rate structures? and cl asses.
However, if the conpetitive electricity provider desires
different pricing structures than those of the transm ssion
and distribution utility, the transm ssion and distribution
utility nust accommodate those structures when practicable,
with the increnental cost borne by the conpetitive
electricity provider. Such accommodation could require such
things as alternative netering or revision to the billing
system W believe that allow ng conpetitive electricity
providers freedomto choose pricing structures and target
markets is an inportant prerequisite to a healthy
conpetitive generation market. However, we are concerned
that the conplexity and inplenentation speed requested by
the conpetitive electricity providers will be difficult for
utilities to accombdate. W are inclined to approve such a
provision and allow the transm ssion and distribution
utilities sone latitude in refusing to accomodat e.

However, we enphasi ze that we strongly favor accommodati on
in as many instances as possible, and we would be quick to

2\ understand this provision to nmean, for exanple, that if the
utility rate is a tine-of-day and seasonally differentiated rate,
the provider's price will be differentiated into the sanme tine
peri ods and seasons. It seens |ikely that, alternatively, the
provider’s price structure could be simpler; for exanple, the
provider’s price structure could contain no time-of-day
differentiation in this exanple.
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i nvestigate any refusal to acconmpbdate nmade on grounds ot her
t han conpl exity.

Question 5:

a. Should the transmission and distribution utility
be required to accommodate any billing structure change
requested by the competitive electricity provider? What
guidelines might govern such requests? Should a request for
a simpler but comparable rate structure be accommodated at
no cost? Are there some alternative rate structures that
are more important to accommodate than others (E.g., 24-hour
pricing to take advantage of the market)?

b. What i1s the likelihood that utilities will find it
impossible to accommodate the volume of alternative rate
structures requested by competitive electricity providers?
What means will utilities use to accommodate high volume? If
volume and speed of implementation are difficult to
accommodate, how will utilities prioritize requests?

C. Would a phase-in approach, whereby alternative
rate structures are allowed for the largest customers first,
then smaller customers over time, be a way to avoid
unmanageable volume?

d. Would accommodation guidelines be different
depending on which entity billed for generation service?
Who should bear the incremental costs?

E. Paynent Collection. |In Massachusetts, the custoner
sends paynment for electricity service to the entity that
sent the bill. The transm ssion and distribution utility
accepts paynent for its delivery service. In instances when
it sends custoners a “conplete” bill, it also accepts
paynment for generation services and transfers that paynent
to the conpetitive electricity provider. |In instances when

the conpetitive electricity provider bills for generation
service, the custoner sends paynent for generation service
to the conpetitive electricity provider that billed him

Question 6: Is there any reason to alter the Massachusetts
approach to revenue collection? |If so, how?

F. Partial Paynment. In Massachusetts, if the custoner
pays |l ess than the full bill amunt to the transm ssion and
distribution utility, the payment goes first to the

transm ssion and distribution utility, second to the
conpetitive electricity provider, and third to any prior
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conpetitive electricity provider. The conpetitive
electricity provider is responsible for collection of
past - due generation service paynents, regardless of whether
the bill was issued by the transm ssion and distribution
utility or by the conpetitive electricity provider. W
agree with this approach because it maxim zes the |ikelihood
of full paynent to the transm ssion and distribution
utility, thereby protecting custonmers agai nst di sconnection
for nonpaynent and ratepayers from expenses associated with
uncol | ecti bl es.

Question 7: Is there any reason to alter the Massachusetts
approach to allocation of partial payments? |If so, how?

G Bill Format. |In Massachusetts, the conpetitive
electricity provider gives the transm ssion and distribution
utility its prices, which the transm ssion and distribution
utility uses to create the generation service portion of the
bill in the “conplete” billing option. In the Notice of

I nquiry issued on March 17, 1998 in the Consumer Protection
and Licensing proceedi ng (Docket No. 97-590), we sought
comments on m ni mum standards for bill context and format.
When considering these issues in this proceeding, we will be
m ndf ul of comments nmade in the Consunmer Protection and

Li censi ng proceedi ng.

Question 8:

a. Should the transmission and distribution utility
be required to create a generation services bill in any
format specified by the competitive electricity provider?
Alternatively, should the format of the generation services
bill be i1dentical for all competitive electricity providers?

b. Should the transmission and distribution utility
be required to include provider information or bill iInserts
in the bill?

C. What guidelines should govern the generation
service bill format? What are the benefits of consistency
in bill format? Of allowing the competitive electricity
provider to dictate bill format?

H. Optional Custoner Services. |In Massachusetts, if the
conpetitive electricity provider so requests, the

transm ssion and distribution utility wll provide

custom zed custoner services to the provider’s custoners if
practicable, with the increnental cost borne by the
conpetitive electricity provider. W are not opposed to
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this provision as a matter of principle, but we have the
sane concerns we stated when discussing alternative rate
structure acconmodation. |In contrast to the inportance of
allow ng alternative generation services rate structures, we
do not believe that requiring (or allow ng) transm ssion and
distribution utilities to accomodate custoner service
requests i s necessary to the healthy devel opnent of a
conpetitive generation market. However, we are inclined to
approve this provision, subject to the sane caution to avoid
partiality that we nmentioned in section |IV.D above.

Question 9: Is this provision necessary, desirable, and
feasible? What guidelines might govern such requests?

| . Special Situations. No-reads, bill adjustnents, budget
pl ans, and many other special situations related to
metering, billing and paynent conplicate the interaction

between the transm ssion and distribution utility and the
conpetitive electricity provider. W believe that such
situations should be addressed by persons nost able to
understand and solve the technical details. W initially
believe that such solutions are best identified and sol ved
by an El ectroni c Business Transaction Standards group that
we expect will address information and data transfer anong
transm ssion and distribution utilities and conpetitive
electricity providers. W intend to order the initiation of
such a group in a future docket.

Question 10:

a. What specific situations of this type exist? Can
such situations be adequately i1dentified and addressed by an
EBT Working Group before March, 20007?

b. Should there be a dispute resolution process?

J. Fees. In Massachusetts, transm ssion and distribution
utilities charge conpetitive electricity providers fees for
certain services that result in increnental costs. Exanples
m ght include fees for off-cycle reads, for nonstandard
custoner services, or for issuing bills for generation
service. Those fees may be published in Terns and Conditions
or in a service contract.

Question 11:
a. Which transmission and distribution utility costs

should be charged to the competitive electricity provider
and which should be recovered In transmission and
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distribution utility rates? Is there a governing principle
to determine charging procedures (e.g., any provision that
is required for implementation of retail competition will
remain In transmission and distribution utility rates)?

b. How should costs recovered in transmission and
distribution utility rates be allocated to rate classes?

V. ISSUES FOR COMMENT - COMMENCEMENT AND TRANSFER OF GENERATION
SERVICE PROVIDERS

In the Notice of Inquiry issued on March 17, 1998 in the
Consuner Protection and Licensing proceedi ng (Docket No. 97-590),
we sought comments on issues of consuner protection when
custoners conmmence service with a conpetitive electricity
provi der, cancel service, or transfer service to a new
conpetitive electricity provider. That proceedi ng does not
address all aspects of the process by which the custoner, the
conpetitive electricity provider, and the transm ssion and
distribution utility carry out these activities. Qur intent in
this proceeding is to address all process issues that are not
ot herwi se contained in the Consuner Protection and Licensing
proceedi ng (Docket No. 97-590). Wen considering these issues,
we Wil be mndful of comments made in the Consuner Protection
and Li censing proceedi ng.

A. Custoner Initiation of Generation Service Conmencenent
and Transfer. The Standard O fer rule specifies that a
custoner may commence or cancel service with the standard
of fer provider by notifying the transm ssion and
distribution utility, who will then effect the change. The
rule also states that a conpetitive electricity provider may
notify the transm ssion and distribution utility in the
event that a customer transfers fromthe standard offer
provider to a conpetitive electricity provider, subject to
saf eguards. Massachusetts appears to allow either the
custoner or the new conpetitive electricity provider to
initiate custoner enrollment after receiving customner

aut hori zation by one of three prescribed nethods (letter of
aut hori zation, third-party verification, or
custoner-initiated call to an independent third-party).
Sonme initial discussion of custoner authorization nethods
has occurred in the Load Profiling proceedi ng (Docket No.
97-861) and in the Consunmer Protection and Licensing
proceedi ng (Docket No. 97-590) where the discussion focuses
on “slamm ng.”

We are inclined to favor allowi ng the custonmer the options
descri bed above, but we take seriously the need to receive
aut hentic custonmer perm ssion before a change of provider
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may occur. |t may be reasonable to require witten custoner
authorization to the transm ssion and distribution utility,
and, indeed, 35-A MR S.A 8§ 3205(3)(1) appears to require
it. It may be reasonable to allow the conpetitive
electricity provider to notify the transm ssion and
distribution utility, with the provision that the
conpetitive electricity provider receive witten

aut horization at a prescribed tine and in a prescribed way.
Finally, it may be reasonable to allow verbal custoner

aut hori zation subject to third-party verification.

Question 12:

a. When commencing generation service as a hew
customer, should a customer be able to notify either the
transmission and distribution utility or the competitive
electricity provider?

b. When transferring generation service from one
competitive electricity provider (who is not the standard
offer provider) to another, should a customer be allowed to
notify either the transmission and distribution utility or
the new competitive electricity provider? Are there reasons
of policy or process that make such an option unworkable
(assuming the consumer protection provisions developed
within the Consumer Protection and Licensing proceeding are
in effect)?

C. What form of authorization best provides consumer
protection and efficient market operation?

B. Commencenent and Termination Date. Provisions in the
Standard O fer Service rule (Chapter 301) specify that
commencenent or transfer of service into or out of standard
of fer generation service wll occur on the custonmer’s next
meter read date, as |long as the customer provides notice of
the request within five business days (hereafter called the
“enrol Il ment wi ndow’) of the next normal neter read date.
The provision allows transfer on an alternative date but
requires that the custoner pay a fee for such services.
Massachusetts appears to all ow conmencenent or transfer

bet ween conpetitive electricity providers only on the date
of nmeter read, and specifies a 2-day rather than a 5-day
enrol Il ment window. \Wiile it will be |ess confusing to
custoners if rules governing transfer into or out of
standard offer service are identical to rules governing
transfer anong all other conpetitive electricity providers,
there m ght be market-driven reasons for providing
conpetitive electricity providers a different |evel of
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flexibility or for charging for nonstandard procedures
differently. For exanple, it mght be reasonable to all ow
conpetitive electricity providers nore latitude in avoiding
meter read dates or in shortening the enroll ment wi ndow as
|l ong as the provider pays any associated increnmental costs.

Question 13:

a. Should a customer be allowed to transfer
generation service between competitive electricity providers
(who are not the standard offer provider) only on their
normal meter read date, or should alternative transfer dates
be allowed (subject to provisions developed In the Consumer
Protection and Licensing procedure)?

b. Should the provider or the customer be charged a
fee for an alternative read date?

C. Most customers do not know the meter read dates.
Does this matter?

d. Is the five day enrollment window too long? Too
short?
C. Miltiple Enrollnents. In Massachusetts, when the

transm ssion and distribution conpany receives multiple
enrol I ments for one custonmer within one enroll nent w ndow,
the first enroll ment received determ nes the action to be
taken. W see no clear advantage to other solutions.

Question 14: Under what circumstances might multiple
enrollments occur? What solution best protects the rights
of customers and competitive electricity providers?

VI. ISSUES FOR COMMENT - SERVICE CONTRACT BETWEEN THE
TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION UTILITY AND COMPETITIVE ELECTRICITY
PROVIDER

We envision that, to provide generation services to
custoners in the State, conpetitive electricity providers wll be
required to enter into a contract with each transm ssion and
distribution utility whose facilities will be used to deliver
generation services, as well as to obtain a license fromthe
Mai ne Public Utilities Comm ssion subject to provisions devel oped
in the Consuner Protection and Licensing proceedi ng (Docket No.
97-590). The contract with the transm ssion and distribution
utilities will enconpass provisions that are unique to
interactions between the transm ssion and distribution utility
and the conpetitive electricity provider, including such issues
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as utility terns and conditions, provider obligations, billing
options, custoner service responsibilities, fees, paynent terns,
and liabilities. W envision a standard formcontract that is
revised as necessary for unique circunstances.

Question 15:

a. Should a contract be required between transmission and
distribution utilities and competitive electricity providers?
What provisions should be included in the contract? Under what
terms should the contract be revoked?

b. Should the execution of such contract be a requirement
of receiving a State license to provide generation services In
Maine, or should the license be a prerequisite for entering into
contract with the transmission and distribution utility?

VIL. INQUIRY PROCESS

| nterested persons ny participate in this inquiry by filing
a letter stating their interest in this proceeding no |ater than
July 16, 1998. The letter should be addressed to Dennis L
Keschl, Adm nistrative Director and include the docket nunber,
Docket No. 98-482. The Conmi ssion will then issue a service
l[ist. Al subsequent filings nust be served to all interested
parties on the service list. Interested persons nay file
substantive comments by August 10, 1998.

Accordi ngly, we

ORDER
1. That an Inquiry shall be opened as described in the
body of this Notice;
2. That this Notice shall be sent to all electric

utilities in the State of M ne;

3. That this Notice shall be sent to the service |ist of
el ectric restructuring, Docket No. 95-462;

4. That this Notice shall be sent to parties who have
shown an interest in conparable cases in Massachusetts;

5. That this Notice shall be sent to the service |lists of
Docket No. 97-861, Docket No. 97-739 and Docket No. 97-590; and

6. That this Notice of Inquiry will also be posted on the
Comm ssion’s website, http://ww/ state. ne.us/npuc.
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Dat ed at Augusta, Maine this 6th day of July, 1998.

BY ORDER OF THE COWM SSI ON

Dennis L. Keschl
Adm ni strative Director

COMM SSI ONERS VOTI NG FOR: Wl ch
Nugent



